
Comments in Response to localism I~oticeof Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in ME: Docket No. 04-233.

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 1 1 2008

~G~fLROOM

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate F,irst Amendment rights. A number Of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must nol be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force raclio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advicefrom
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional man.dates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values.could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoin~shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eve,y radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tim.;;. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objlsc;\zto the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of messa[>8 delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themSelves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences arid present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by" substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbaCKS - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public inter-.st.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED'

APR 1 1 2008
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I submit the foliowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of ProposeJ Feea1ail.l9o(l/Je
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . I -'VlJi/LROOM-Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment fights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especialiy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaihts and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints*, shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inciuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum everl' radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time.. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously obj~o the message. The first Amendment forbids imposition of messag., delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious proSlramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency -and
proposals to force reporting on such thin"s as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewa,l application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on light budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by 'substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restlicting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbaCKS - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pro,;edures or policies .discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Ruiemakillg
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advicefrom
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values .could face increased harassme[lt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints.to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a relig',ous broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air ti~, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously obi~to the message. The Flrst I'.mendment forbids imposition of messa\le delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prO\3ramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choicE!s. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which ce[lain licenseE!s would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to C081cion 01
religious broadcasters. Those who stay trUE! to their consciences arid present only the messages thE!Y
correspond to their beliefs could face long, E!xpenslve and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on1ight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ftowing is often a challenge. Yel, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by' substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on lhe air and, (b) by further resbicting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public: interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt r les, pr~~edures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MS Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmen.t. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpointsllo shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time" Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously obj~o the message. The First !'Imendment forbids imposition of messag~ delivery
mandates on any religiori.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorlal decision-making information. Tha choice
of programming, especialiy religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency -and
proposals to force reporting on such thin!lS as who produced whal programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticaliy barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face Ion,;), expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ftowing Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals woulel force service cutbaCKS - and curtailed service is contrary to ti,e
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pro(:edures or policiesdiscussed above,
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Comments in Response to Localism l'ilotice of Proposed Rulemakin9
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul iFi(E)~iMAILROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Fjrst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoin~shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tim", Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiouslyo~o the message. The First Amendment for'olds imposition of messag{' delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rev!~lation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
01' programming, especially religious pro~lramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewE,1 application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants '01' the Commissioners themSelves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on light budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by 'substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbac~s - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pubUc (nterest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proc:edures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Nlotice of Proposed Rulemaking
!IilB Docl(et No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 1 1 Z008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed F'-FOO"M~ILROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rillhts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a r"ligious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. l"he First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pro~"amming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thin!~s as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a lwo-tierEld renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review 01 certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion oj

religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentiaHy ruinous renewai proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing Is otten a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further reshicting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to tile
pUblic Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECEIVED &INSPECTEDComments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
!illS Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ruie lakin~ft~ 1 1 2008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment lights. Fn~;tM'IAILROOM
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'! share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publiC access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First i\memlment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC.must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pro.lramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tierE!d renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renews,1 application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

we,urge the FCC)9l10 adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 1 1 2008
I submit the following comment" in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru~~ (tbe

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233 r-vv~MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violale First Amendment righls. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC musl not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forDids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC musl nol force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pro\3ramming, is not properly dictated by any govern'ment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choiws.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consci,?nces and present oniy the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face iong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest:
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MI3 Docket No. 04-233.

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 1 1 Z008

\~ee~t\~1t~Me

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not proper1y dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choicl~s.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on !'he air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Gocket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 1 1 Z008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos d Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAILROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rignIs. A number of

proposais discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouid do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. rne NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would Impose such
unconstttutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vaiues could face increased harassment, compiaints and even ioss of iicense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mllst present.

ILl The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously Objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deiivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reveiation of specific editoriai decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially reiigious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposais to force reporting on such t~ljngs as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chOlices.

(4) The FCC must not estabiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain iicensees wouid be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommiSSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beilefs couid face iong, expensive and potentiaHy ruinous renewai proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chailenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on ihe air and, (b) by further restricting main siudio iocation choices.
Raising costs wtth these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUbliC Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P\o!l</S'!{cLI'M ~~II'l1TI
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eVE>ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCElSS requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking RECEIVED &INSPECTED
MR Docket No. 04-233
1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ofPr pose<iRHlqn~~B

(tbe"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any ne FC~d; pOllcles
or procedures must not violate First Armmdment right~. A number of propt ~aIs discussed iA.tl~fbM

NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~F~C~C~--:M:.:..A~I.::L';..M_U _

(I) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values:;The NPRM's propoSed aavisoryboard proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints 'and even loss oflicense for
choosing to follow their own conscil~hces, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially rdigious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as- who produced what
programs would intrude oIl: constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only tbe messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceediings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters ope:rate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two
ways: (a) by requiring staff presence: whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to tbe public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt
rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro osedtfllReTafiM08
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any nev FCC rules, policies
or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of propoMC~~~M
NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. '--__- --'

(I) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss oflicense for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they com~spond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters 0pt~rate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two
ways: (a) by requiring staffpresenct: whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt
rules, pr cedures or policies discussed above.
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I submil the following comments in response to the Localism Notice at Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in NIB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not stlare their values. The NPR M's proposed advisory board proposals would impose SUch
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those Who don't share their
values could face increased harassrn€!nt, complaints and even loss of license fm choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn ellery radio station into a public forum wllere anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa~le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expenSive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca"ters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity nowing is o"en a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 200B, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, poliGies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reli!,iolls broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowin£1 incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC !!l!!st not turn every radio station into a public forum where an yone and everyone has
fights to air time. Proposed RubliG access requirements would do so - even jf a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must nol force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting On such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-proteGted editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must n()l establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners tht¥ljlsl'lves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller markel broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever astation is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposal!> would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

" .
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mu~t not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reli~ious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits governmE\nt, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broad,;,aster, must presE\nt.

1'_ . ',',', 'i

(2) The FCC !!!!!st not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propo5ad public access requiiaments wouid dQ so ~'even jf a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reiigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not I~stablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing., The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners th!?fljlselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways, (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposal~ would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrarY to the
public interest. ,,
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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